The claim is widespread that the preservation, or reintroduction, of Western traditions of holy war in the post-Reformation period was due mostly to Protestantism, especially in its Calvinist variety. This article makes a case for examining the thought of a much broader selection of minor intellectuals on just and holy war than is usually done, and to do so in other national contexts than exclusively the English Puritan one. To test the apparently widespread view that, historically, Calvinism has had a particular proclivity for holy war, the article treats theological justifications of war in seventeenth and eighteenth-century Dutch moral theology. Showing that a full-blown concept of "holy war" was largely absent from Dutch theological thought, it falsifies the assumption that historical Calvinism (or Protestantism in general) is inherently belligerent. The article demonstrates that justifications of violence religionis causa and ideological motives for war have always been contingent, not on religions, but on the historical contexts in which those religions operate.
Introduction: Just War and Holy War
Religious or ideological motives played a role in legitimizing the violence of the medieval crusades. Of course, such motives have not been confined to the Middle Ages. They still often figure in prior or subsequent justifications of acts of warfare committed by one government or state against another. While it may be a matter of debate whether the defense of particular cultural or moral standards justifies warfare, the aggressive propagation of religious or ideological values using violent means is not generally accepted as just or justifiable. Theories excluding religion (and by inference, ideology) as a valid ground for warfare were already well developed in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Despite the work of early modern just war theorists, however, religious motives continued to surface in theoretical, prescriptive, and propagandistic literature. In a well-known study, Roland Bainton argued that the belligerence of Puritans in seventeenth-century England was largely inspired by religious motives. He offered a threefold typology of Christian attitudes towards war-pacifism, just war, and religious crusade-and claimed that Calvinism in particular "is associated with the crusade" (Bainton 1960, 14-15, 143-51) .
Although our insight into the historical development of the concept of "holy war" has been somewhat refined, most studies on the subject tend to support Bainton's claim that the preservation, or reintroduction, of Western traditions of holy war in the early modern period is due mostly to Protestantism, especially in its Calvinist variety. For example, John H. Yoder has argued that the apparent re-emergence of the medieval notion of holy war was a logical consequence of the magisterial Reformation (Yoder 1988, 1-23 ; see also Johnson 1984) . None of the magisterial reformers condemned or questioned the right of a sovereign government to wage war or wield the civil sword. According to Yoder, the Protestant Reformation even conferred creedal status on the idea of just war by introducing it to the classic confessions.
Yet neither the Belgic Confession (1561) nor the Heidelberg Catechism (1563), both of which are pertinent to the Dutch Republic, do so explicitly.
1 Rejecting the Anabaptist view of civil government, Article 36 of the Belgic Confession does proffer a positive formulation of the government's role in maintaining the pure faith. The passage could be interpreted as a vindication of holy war, but not necessarily so:
[T]he government's task is not limited to caring for and watching over the public domain but extends also to upholding the sacred ministry, with a view to removing and destroying all idolatry and false worship of the Antichrist; to promoting the kingdom of Jesus Christ; and to furthering the preaching of the gospel everywhere; to the end that God may be honored and served by everyone, as he requires in his Word.
We could fault Guido de Brès (1522 -1567 , the Confession's author, for failing to draw a clear distinction between domestic and international law, but the absence of legal clarity on this point was common in the sixteenth century. Calvin, too, derived international war from domestic defense, putting an invading prince on a par with a common thief (Yoder 1988, 3-4) .
Given that the reformers were committed to the rule cuius regio eius religio, the distinction between defending their local version of the Reformation and supporting the external war effort of their territorial prince could, admittedly, be a fine one.
The association of Calvinism with holy war thought is partly due to the Anglophone bias of much research, which has focused almost exclusively on Puritans in the early seventeenth century. This applies even to James Turner Johnson, whose subtle work on the history of just and holy war is still authoritative (Johnson 1975; Johnson 1981; and Little 1991) . According to Johnson, just war doctrine in its classic form, that is, as a doctrine containing statements on both ius ad bellum (the right to make war) and ius in bello (that which is allowable in the course of war) only began to be formulated around 1500. In the Middle Ages, the ius ad bellum was a doctrine distinct from the ius in bello. The former was treated by religious writers (i.e. clergy), the latter by secular ones (i.e. jurists concerned with civil law and writers on the medieval knightly code). In Johnson's interpretation, the two doctrines-the religious and the secular-merged in the sixteenth century, but ultimately gave rise to two new and divergent traditions of just war thought. These two later traditions were a theological one concerned with war for the cause of religion (holy war), and a naturalist one that disallowed war for religious purposes and grounded the ius ad bellum in natural law.
Johnson differs from Bainton in viewing seventeenth-century holy war thought as a variety of just war doctrine, rather than as a distinct genre (Johnson 1975, 81; Johnson, 1991, 6 (Johnson 1975, 110-13; according to Johnson (110) , the Decades are "probably the single most important source for holy war ideas in English thought."). Comparable, in terms of influence, to Calvin's Institutio, the Swiss reformer's fifty didactic sermons were soon translated into German, French, English, and Dutch (Opitz 2004, 377) . Bullinger treats war in the ninth sermon of the second decade, where he makes the then common observation that a
Christian government is permitted to wage war (Bullinger 1965, fol. 67, col. 4 to fol. 71, col. 3: second decade, sermon ix). Bullinger's introduction of religious considerations into his discussion of legitimate warfare leads him in Johnson's view effectively to justify holy war.
On the basis of his analysis of the Decades and several English writings from the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, Johnson circumscribes the Protestant concept of holy war with reference to six "positions": 1) emphasis on religious purpose (what Bainton called "holy cause"); 2) expansion of classic just war doctrine to include defensive war by the state with the aim of defending religion; 3) introduction of a concept of offensive war for the sake of religion (for example a war "commanded" by God); 4) assertion of the necessity for soldiers to be personally godly; 5) a change in the meaning of the term just war from a justifiable to a justified war, implying that both the cause and its champions are thoroughly righteous; and 6) the occasional insistence that a holy war be fought without restraint (Johnson 1975, 104, 132) .
2 Thus, as far as the early modern concept of holy war is concerned, the focus has until now been almost only on a limited number of texts written by English Puritans (Johnson 1975; Johnson 1991; Little 1991; Janssen 2004 ; but see also Piirimäe 2002 Catholic thought may be found in Regout 1935, 121-278 Mastricht 1749-53 IV, 359) . By contrast, the term "Christian war" referred to the never-ending "spiritual battle" against temptation (Broad 1637) , in the way that John Bunyan interpreted holy war as a war against the devil (Bunyan 1682; Bunyan 1685) . I shall here use "holy war" as a synonym for a war waged religionis causa, for the sake of religion.
Moral Theology and the Ius Ad Bellum
Early modern theological thought concerning the ius ad bellum was mostly a combination of arguments derived from the Bible, Roman law, Ambrose, Augustine, and Thomas Aquinas.
Writers in this tradition usually mentioned three criteria by which to judge the justness of a war: right authority (i.e. a sovereign ruler), just cause (such as defense, retaking something wrongly taken, and punishment of evil) and right intention (which excluded ambition or glory Wollebius's ethics (Wollebius 1935, 173-76: Lib. II, caput x) . His chapter on the sixth commandment has a positive twist. Rather than interpret the commandment as an injunction not to kill, Wollebius interprets it as a directive to preserve life. Nevertheless, Christians are permitted to wage war, on condition that it is done so on the authority of the magistrate, and only when it is just and necessary. A war is lawful when it is just in its cause, good in its end, and waged according to scriptural rules. In his very brief discussion of bellum iustum, (Ames 1975, 184-92; Johnson 1975, 171-74 This historical argument reappears in a tentative discussion of war in Voetius's treatment of the Decalogue (Voetius 1648-69 IV, 804-06) . This section of the Selecta disputationes includes a "syllabus" of questions with incomplete responses. It is clear that Voetius regarded the bellum Belgicum as just, and that in his view religious motives were intertwined with the political.
Elsewhere, Voetius has one of his students respond to the question whether a Christian prince legitimately may wage war against the pope. The response is affirmative. The pope seeks to further his power over other sovereigns by all possible means, and the potential exercise of papal tyranny must be prevented by the use of arms. Also, the pope specifically shows hostility towards Reformed polities, either openly or by way of secret attacks, or internally by fomenting betrayal and factiousness. The only way to prevent this is by war. The pope, furthermore, seeks to impose his tyranny on those churches he has subdued or those which attempt to throw off his yoke. Again, this provides a just cause for war. If in the past Christian princes waged just wars against the Saracens and Turks, it is all the more just to wage them now against the pope. Finally, the pope regularly condemns the Reformed as heretics, and it is known that in his view heresy requires the loss of life, honor, and property.
A pre-emptive war is therefore justified (Voetius 1648-69 II, 856-63 : disputation "an sedes Romana compatibilis sit cum Politiis Reformatis," respondens Nicolaus Sz. Illye-Falvi).
Another question concerns the persons permitted to draw up a treaty of war against the pope, or independently initiate a policy of "containment" against him. 26 Pictet's concern to highlight the Fathers and refer to works of classical and modern literature reflects a literary approach common to the period around 1700. La morale chrétienne was oriented towards a broader francophone public (which would have included the Dutch cultural elite).
A very limited concept of war for the sake of religion emerges in the posthumous
Explicatio catecheseos Heidelbergensis (1718) by the theology professor Herman Alexander
Röell (1653-1718) (Roëll 1728, 766-76) . The book was edited and probably substantially 22 Abraham waged war against his enemies (Genesis 14); the people of God often waged war at God's behest; God provided a ius in bello (Deuteronomy 20); David waged war to defend his ambassadors; the letter to the Hebrews observed that Jephthah, Samson, Gideon, and Barak had conquered kingdoms through faith (Hebrews 11:32-34); rulers may procure a peaceful life for their subjects (1 Timothy 2:2); John the Baptist did not ordain soldiers to quit the military (Luke 3:11, 14) ; the centurion did not leave the army after his conversion (Acts 10). 23 The prophecy of Isaiah 2:4 refers to an ideal world, in which all men are inspired by the Gospel, but this world does not now exist; Matthew 5:39 is not intended to preclude the possibility of self-defense, but only opposed to revenge; Paul in 2 Corinthians 10:4 is merely exercising his right to chastise those who deserve it; James 4:1 merely states that wars are the result of passions, which nobody will deny; enlarged by Röell's son Dionysius Andreas (1689-1733), a professor of philosophy, which perhaps accounts for its non-theological slant. Röell conventionally contends that only defensive wars are lawful, and that war for the sake of aggrandizing power or wealth amount to public robbery. Natural law permits us to defend not only our lives, but also our liberty and property. It obliges us, as much as we are able, to defend our liberty, so that we may freely serve only God. Experience teaches us that tyrants often violate, not so much body and property, but conscience, the freedom of which we must above all things strive to preserve.
For this purpose God expressly gave the Israelites the right to defend against enemies their hereditary lands, temple, and religion; and it follows that God permits this also by natural law.
Elsewhere Apart from allowing religious purpose, the defense of religion, and an offensive religious war, he emphasizes that soldiers must be personally godly, and that a religious cause and its champions are righteous. exceptions to the sixth commandment, above all the magistrate's power to mete out capital punishment to murderers; war is often not even referred to (Lubbertus 1618, 708-12; Udemans 1640a; Alting 1646, 371-73; Coccejus 1679, 184; Faber de Bouma 1681; Hakvoord 1706, 390; Sibersma 1717, 608; Groenewegen 1706, 739-40; Groe 1752 -53 II, 1031 Reiners 1760, 762-63; Liefsting 1809-10 III, 211; Ursinus 1790, 68-69) . Some commentators distinguish between "innocent" or accidental manslaughter, permissible manslaughter (committed in self-defense), and necessary manslaughter. The latter is entrusted to lawful authorities in court (against murderers) or in a just defensive war (against enemies) (Molenaar 1743 II, 299; Outrein 1719, 581; Palier 1792, 295-97; Til 1725, 463; Smytegelt 1780, 605) .
Where war is justified as a Christian activity, the argument is always meant to refute
Anabaptists and Socinians; many of the familiar biblical texts are cited; it is invariably observed that just wars may be started only by lawful sovereigns; and such wars are construed primarily as defensive or retributive (Teellinck 1650, 99; Kemp 1988, 689-90; Frein 1746-53 II, 565-71; Beeltsnyder 1654, 380-81; Ursinus 1736 II, 390-92; Vollenhoven 1790 ).
Johnson's position 2 crops up repeatedly. Typically, the defense of "Religion, freedom and the Fatherland" amounts to a just cause of war. The order in which these categories are mentioned varies, but it is clear that until the end of the eighteenth century many writers allowed violence in defense of religion, liberty, and patria (Knibbe 1727, 644-45) . 31 Only an occasional commentator of the Catechism took the opportunity explicitly to assure his readers that the Dutch Revolt was a defensive war fought in part for the sake of religion. It was a necessary war, waged for freedom of conscience and the defense of ancient rights and liberties (Gargon 1718, 772 justifiable or justified holy war, but on war as a just punishment for "God's own people." The chastisement of God's latter-day Israel was a common theme in Reformed sermons or "jeremiads." Yet the idea that war was an instrument for punishing sin was hardly confined to Calvinism (or to the early modern period, for that matter; see for example Hale 1971, 3-26 Dutchmen, and they may well have been influenced by a specific group of English Puritans.
A moderate version of Johnson's position 2-the claim that a defensive war could be initiated by the state for the sake of religion-seems to have been particularly popular with many divines. Also, no writer denied the importance of personal godliness in soldiers fighting for the Dutch Republic (position 4). This affirmation of two out of six positions hardly constitutes a full-blown concept of holy war. Position 4 was bound to be defended by any minister with a minimal sense of pastoral duty. And if the "secular" just war tradition allows for the preservation and protection of values (i.e. the defense of "ideology," "religion," or "civilization" (Johnson 1991, 6) ), even Johnson's position 2 can be disqualified as an argument for holy war. Most likely, the support for position 2 evinced by Dutch theologians 32 The claim, once prominent in American historiography, that the eighteenth-century American Protestant clergy employed millennialist notions to turn a political cause into a holy one has been cogently repudiated by reflects the political stability of the Republic as well as the gradual emergence of the idea of territorial sovereignty, which implied that states can act in self-defense within an international state system based on broadly accepted principles. From the point of view of theologians, "religion" (or freedom of conscience, as Röell put it) was but one aspect of the territorial integrity of the land that needed protection against external assault.
In any case, we may safely conclude that a full-blown concept of holy war was largely absent from seventeenth and eighteenth-century Dutch moral theology, and, by implication, that historical Calvinism (or Protestantism in general) was not inherently belligerent. In fact, seventeenth-century religious ethics concerning just war may have been more "secular" than has been assumed in much research-and, concomitantly, the role of thinkers like Hugo
Grotius in the actual dissemination of the secular just war tradition less pronounced. This is not to say that seventeenth-century Calvinism was even remotely pacifist (contemporary theological reflection on Dutch colonial policies of piracy, plunder, and slavery would make an interesting research topic). However, historical analyses of such ethical issues as just and holy war would do well to concentrate on historical contexts rather than religious traditions. 
